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the federal level under the broader hate
crimes legislation that we introduce
today. I look forward to examining
that issue and considering ways to
guard against unwarranted federal in-
trusions under this legislation. In the
end, we should work on a bipartisan
basis to ensure that the Hate Crimes
Prevention Act operates as intended,
strengthening federal jurisdiction over
hate crimes as a back-up, but not a
substitute, for state and local law en-
forcement.
f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Morning business is now closed.
f

NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE ACT
OF 1999

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of S. 257, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 257) to state the policy of the

United States regarding the deployment of a
missile defense system capable of defending
the territory of the United States against
limited ballistic missile attack.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi is recognized.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,

the National Missile Defense Act of
1999 will make it the policy of the
United States to deploy an effective
missile defense system to defend
against a limited ballistic missile at-
tack as soon as technologically pos-
sible. Today, American citizens are
completely vulnerable to ballistic mis-
sile attack.

Last year, when the Senate debated
similar legislation, some suggested
that our bill was premature, that there
was not yet any reason to suspect that
we were confronted with a ballistic
missile threat. Now, however, there is
no disagreement about the nature of
the threat. Consider these recent devel-
opments:

(1) In 1997, the Director of Central In-
telligence said, ‘‘Gaps and uncertain-
ties preclude a good projection of when
‘rest of the world’ countries will deploy
ICBMs.’’

(2) Last year, both Pakistan and Iran
successfully tested new medium-range
missiles, each based in some degree on
a newly deployed North Korean mis-
sile, the No Dong.

(3) Also last year, in July, the bipar-
tisan commission headed by the former
Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld,
reported its unanimous conclusions
that foreign assistance to missile pro-
grams was a pervasive fact and that
new ICBM threats to the United States
might appear with ‘‘little or no warn-
ing.’’

(4) A few weeks after the Rumsfeld
report, North Korea launched the

Taepo Dong 1, successfully demonstrat-
ing a multiple-staging capability, and
using a solid-fuel third stage. Accord-
ing to the National Intelligence Officer
for Strategic and Nuclear Systems, in-
stead of having the expected 2,000-kilo-
meter range, the Taepo Dong 1 can at-
tack targets up to 6,000 kilometers
away, which puts Alaska and Hawaii
within its range. The Taepo Dong 2 is
expected to be able to reach the entire
United States.

(5) The Secretary of Defense an-
nounced in January that the ballistic
missile threat to the United States was
no longer in question. He said, ‘‘We
have crossed that threshold.’’

These recent events have answered
the question about the threat. The
question today is whether we intend to
defend ourselves against that threat.
The National Missile Defense Act is the
appropriate answer to that question. It
will send a clear message—to our ad-
versaries, our allies, and our own citi-
zens—that the United States will not
leave itself vulnerable to weapons of
mass destruction delivered by long-
range ballistic missiles.

Some may suggest instead a continu-
ation of our old policy of mutual as-
sured destruction. That was the policy
of deterrence we used to deal with the
threat from the former Soviet Union.
Former Defense Secretary William
Perry warned us about using this pol-
icy with a new class of rogue states
that may be ‘‘undeterrable’’ in the
sense that we understand that concept.

The fact is, we do not need to be at
the mercy of a policy of mutual as-
sured death or destruction. Assistant
Secretary of Defense Edward Warner
said in January,

I believe that we are unlikely to turn back
to the point where we will rely only on de-
terrence. I think over time we will rely on a
combination of deterrence by threat of retal-
iation and this limited type of national mis-
sile defense. . . .

The passage of this bill by the Senate
will also send an important message to
those who are working to develop our
missile defenses. The development pro-
gram has suffered from the lack of a
commitment to deploy the system. No
other acquisition program has been
handled by the Defense Department
without an endpoint of deployment to
aim for and reach.

The National Missile Defense Act
will put an end to this uncertainty by
telling the talented people building
this system that it will be put in the
field just as soon as they can get it
ready. The NMD contractor’s program
manager testified in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee last month that pas-
sage of this legislation would be a
major motivation for those building
the system, saying, ‘‘It would make
them feel better about the mission
they are being asked to carry out than
any one thing I can think of [and that]
people are much more motivated by
knowing that the Government is truly
behind this. . . .’’

Finally, passage of this bill will tell
America’s citizens that its Government

is meeting its first and most important
constitutional duty—providing for the
common defense. One legacy of the
cold war may be the absence of a de-
fense against a massive and deliberate
strategic attack from the former So-
viet Union. But vulnerability to attack
by everyone who desires to threaten
America does not have to continue, and
our Government would be irresponsible
if it were to let it continue.

Madam President, there is no purpose
in this bill other than to clearly estab-
lish, as a matter of policy, that the
United States will deploy, as soon as
technologically possible, an effective
national missile defense system which
is capable against limited threats.
There are no ulterior motives, no hid-
den goals; there is only an intent to
correct a defense policy that leaves us
vulnerable to a serious and growing
threat.

On the subject of missile defense,
there are other things the Senate could
legislate, such as system architecture,
schedule, costs, or ABM Treaty issues.
These issues will have to be dealt with
in due course. But none of them has to
be resolved in this bill, and we should
not let this legislation become an ef-
fort to answer all of the questions re-
lated to missile defense.

The question this bill addresses is
not a simplistic one, as suggested by an
administration spokesman; it is more
fundamental: Will we, or will we not,
commit in a meaningful way to defend-
ing ourselves against limited ballistic
missile attack? Will we tell the world
the United States will not be subject to
blackmail by ballistic missile? Will we
tell our citizens they will not be hos-
tages to the demands of those nations
who seek to coerce the United States?

We have heard many statements
made to reassure us about the willing-
ness of the United States to defend
itself, but there is always an ‘‘if’’ at-
tached—‘‘if’’ the threat appears, ‘‘if’’
we can afford it, ‘‘if’’ other nations
give us their permission. With all of
these ‘‘ifs,’’ these qualifiers, we should
hardly be surprised that the world
doubts the United States is serious
about defending itself from ballistic
missile attack. And no one should be
surprised that, in the face of this
doubt, the threat continues to grow.

The National Missile Defense Act of
1999 will put an end to those doubts. It
will tell the world that there is no
question of ‘‘if,’’ and as soon as it is
able, the United States will deploy a
system to defend itself against limited
ballistic missile attack. I urge all Sen-
ators to support this bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 69
(Purpose: To clarify that the deployment

funding is subject to the annual authoriza-
tion and appropriation process)
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, to

make it crystal clear that this legisla-
tion is a statement of policy and not an
effort to circumvent legislative and ap-
propriations committees of jurisdic-
tion, I send an amendment to the desk
and ask that it be stated.
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